Remarks 

[0008] Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all of the 
claims of the application. The status of the claims is as follows: 

• Claims 1-11,1 5-35, 38-52, 54-62, 64-83, 85, 87 and 91 -95 are currently pending 

Allowed Claims 

[0009] The Office Action indicates that claims 47-52, 54-62, 64-83, 85 and 87 are 
allowable. Applicant would like to thank the Office for allowing claims 47-52, 54-62, 64- 
83, 85 and 87. These claims have not been amended herein, and therefore in 
condition for allowance. 

Cited Documents 

[0010] The following documents have been applied to reject one or more claims of 
the Application: 

• Barile: Barile, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0093531 

• Christie: Christie, et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2007/0156910 

• Cope: Cope, et al., U.S. Patent No. 7,242,755 

• Tackin: Tackin, et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2009/0052642 

• Holzrichter: Holzrichter, U.S. Patent No. 6,006,175 

• Braida: Braida, et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,317,716 
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Claims 1-4, 6-11. 15-28, 30-35, 38-46. and 91-93 Are Non-Obvious Over 
Barile in view of Christie and further in view of Cope 

Claims 1-4, 6-11, 15-28, 30-35, 38-46, and 91-93 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious over Barile in view of Christie and further in 
view of Cope. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Independent Claims 1, 27, and 41 

[0011] Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 

independent claims 1, 27, and 41 are obvious in view of the combination of the cited 

references. Applicant submits that the combination of the cited references does not 

teach or suggest at least the following features of this claim (with emphasis added): 

• displaying, on a user interface, a first indication... wherein the first 
indication comprises displaying, on the user interface, the identifier 
at a top position within a list of identifiers... wherein the identifier 
of the first participant comprises a location associated with 
the first participant 

[0012] The Office admits the Barile and Christie reference fails to teach or suggest 
the feature above, but asserts the Cope reference remedies the deficiencies of the 
Barile and Christie references. (Office Action, pg. 3). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
[0013] The Cope reference is generally related to system "to provide a conference 
among conference participants over a communications network. A routing system 
receives conference utilization data from a plurality of conference systems. The routing 
system receives a request to join the conference from one of the conference 
participants. The routing system processes the conference utilization data in response 
to the request to select one of the conference systems. The one conference system 
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joins the one participant to the conference in response to the selection of the one 
conference system." (Cope, abstract). "In some examples of the invention, the routing 
system processes the geographic location of the one conference participant to select 
the one conference system." (Cope, col. 2, lines 50-53). Additionally, "the routing 
system determines the geographic location of the conference systems, and in response 
to the request, determines the geographic location of the one conference participant 
and processes the geographic locations of the conference systems and the one 
conference participant to select the one conference system." (Cope, col. 2, lines 56- 
61). 

[0014] Applicant respectfully submits the use of the geographic location by the routing 
system to connect participants to a conference system fails to teach or suggest 
"displaying, on a user interface, a first indication... wherein the first indication comprises 
displaying, on the user interface, the identifier at a top position within a list of 
identifiers... wherein the identifier of the first participant comprises a location 
associated with the first participant" as recited in claims 1 , 27, and 41 . As discussed 
during the interview, "the identifier of the first participant comprises a location 
associated with the first participant" is within the context of "displaying, on a user 
interface... the identifier at a top position" as recited in claims 1 , 27, and 41 . The Office 
agreed, during the interview, the routing system described in the Cope reference did not 
disclose or suggest the use of a user interface or that the geographic location 
processing was related to identifiers that could be displayed on a user interface. The 
Office agreed, during the interview, mere processing of a geographic location of 
conference participant by a routing system in order to connect the conference 
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participant with the proper conference system does not teach or suggest "displaying, on 
the user interface, the identifier... [that] comprises a location associated with a first 
participant" as recited in claims 1, 27, and 41. Despite the fact that Barile describes an 
interface that displays an alphanumeric caller ID for participants within a conference 
call, the combination of Barile with Cope does not teach or suggest "displaying, on the 
user interface, the identifier... [that] comprises a location associated with a first 
participant" as recited in claims 1, 27, and 41. Specifically, Cope merely describes 
obtaining a geographic location in a conference routing system but is unrelated to a 
display and does not appear on an interface or display as an identifier. Although Barile 
describes a display that presents a caller identifier on a display, Barile states the 
identifier comprises alphanumeric information. (Barile, [0031]). Hence, the Office 
admits Barile fails to teach or suggest "wherein the identifier of the first participant 
comprises a location associated with the first participant." (Office Action, p. 4). 
Therefore, despite the fact Cope describes location determination of a caller; the 
location determination is unrelated to any conference call display that identifies a caller. 
Therefore, there is no motivation to combine the location determination of Cope with the 
display interface in Barile. Although the Office alleges the combination would enhance 
efficiency, however this motivation for efficiency is provided by the Applicant's 
specification and not the references cited by the Office. (Office Action, p. 5). 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully request the Office to withdraw the rejections for 
claims 1, 27, and 41. 
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Dependent Claims 2-11 and 15-26 

[0015] Claims 2-11 and 15-26 ultimately depend from independent claim 1. As 
discussed above, claim 1 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 2-1 1 
and 15-26 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 

Dependent Claims 28-35 and 38-40 

[0016] Claims 28-35 and 38-40 ultimately depend from independent claim 27. As 
discussed above, claim 27 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 28- 
35 and 38-40 are also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their 
dependency from an allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the 
additional features that each recites. 

Dependent Claims 42-46 

[0017] Claims 42-46 ultimately depend from independent claim 41. As discussed 
above, claim 41 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 42-46 are 
also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their dependency from an 
allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the additional features 
that each recites. 
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Claim 91 Is Non-Obvious Over Barile in view of Tackin 

[0018] Claim 91 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious 
over Barile in view of Tackin. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Independent Claim 91 

[0019] Applicant submits that the Office has not made a prima facie showing that 

independent claim 91 is obvious in view of the combination of the cited references. 

Applicant submits that the cited references do not teach or suggest at least the following 

features of this claim (with emphasis added): 

• wherein the frame types include a live-type frame, a phone-type 
frame, and an unsure-type frame... the unsure-type frames 
represent frames determined to be neither the live-type frames 
nor the phone-type frames 

[0020] The Office asserts the claim above is an "obvious limitation since this can be 
customized based on the need and desire of Applicant. This limitation is considered a 
design choice of Applicant's that does not rise to the level of patentability." (Office Action, 
pg. 12). Applicant respectfully submits the Office has not provided the motivation for a 
finding of obviousness. The MPEP states "[t]he mere fact that a worker in the art could 
rearrange the parts of the reference device to meet the terms of the claims on appeal is 
not by itself sufficient to support a finding of obviousness. The prior art must provide a 
motivation or reason for the worker in the art, without the benefit of appellant's 
specification, to make the necessary changes in the reference device." (MPEP 2144, VI, 
C). Further, the frame classifications are more than a mere design choice and provide 
functionality to the invention. For example, Fig. 12 of the specification illustrates a 
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state diagram that defines how the conference system operates and how the transition 
between the phone state, live state, and unsure state occurs and is evidence the 
claimed frame classifications recited in claim 91 are integral parts of the claimed 
invention. 

Dependent Claims 92-95 

[0021] Claims 92-95 ultimately depend from independent claim 91. As discussed 
above, claim 91 is allowable over the cited documents. Therefore, claims 92-95 are 
also allowable over the cited documents of record for at least their dependency from an 
allowable base claim. These claims may also be allowable for the additional features 
that each recites. 

Conclusion 

[0022] For at least the foregoing reasons, all pending claims are in condition for 
allowance. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the 
application. 

[0023] If any issues remain that would prevent allowance of this application, 
Applicant requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned representative 
before issuing a subsequent Action. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Representative for Applicant 
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Jason D. Mehigan 
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Registration No. 64,307 
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